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REPLY TO OFFICE ACTION 



This is a reply to a non-final Office Action mailed August 14, 2002. A reply is due by November 
14, 2002. Applicants notes that the Office Action does not include an examiner-initialed copy of the 
Form 1449 submitted by applicants with their Amendment mailed April 29, 2002. Applicants request 
that the examiner please include an initialed copy of the Form 1449 in the next action. A Letter to the 
Official Draftsperson submitting further corrected drawings of FIGS. 1A, 3 A and 3B accompanies this 
reply. 



Remarks 



The Office Action mailed August 14, 2002, has been reviewed and the comments of the examiner 
carefully considered. Claims 10-12, 23, 37 and 38 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Eng et 
al. combined with Vindasius et al., Sheppard et al., and Heo et al. Applicants acknowledge the indication 
that claims 13, 14 and 36 recite allowable subject matter. Please note that the Office Action Summary 
incorrectly states that claim 37, rather than claim 36, recites allowable subject matter. 

As recognized by the examiner, Eng et al. does not teach a substrate that includes a cover member 
as recited in independent claims 10 and 23. However, the examiner takes the position "it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to construe a defective pattern on the substrate 
covered with a cover member in the assembly of Eng, as there will be defective pattern as well as 
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defective die as disclosed by Heo, Vindasius and Sheppard." Heo et al. does disclose defective patterns 
on substrates and Vindasius and Sheppard do disclose defective die, but a critical suggestion is missing 
from the relied upon references. Namely, there is no teaching of specifically utilizing defective die as a 
cover member at defective substrate sites. Simply because the asserted prior art combination allegedly 
suggests that defective patterns and defective die may exist at random positions on a substrate does not 
give rise to a reasonable expectation that a defective die will be aligned with a defective pattern. Such an 
expectation especially would not have occurred in view of the silence in the prior art regarding the 
desirability of such an alignment. 

With respect to the specific secondary references, Heo et al. is only concerned with marking 
defective patterns. There is no mention of any problems regarding wire bond slots associated with such 
defective patterns, much less any need to cover the wire bond slot. Vindasius et al. and Sheppard et al. 
only refer to a defective die, they do not even mention substrates having defective patterns or die attach 
sites. It follows that neither Vindasius et al. nor Sheppard et al. could possibly suggest attaching a cover 
member to a substrate that includes a defective site. In fact, Sheppard et al. teaches that a defective die 
should be detached from the substrate, which is opposite of intentionally utilizing a defective die as a 
cover member (column 4, lines 63-65). Vindasius et al. teaches that a defective die may be disconnected 
by destroying the electrical connections to the defective die by either laser vaporization, mechanical 
abrasion, or electrical delusion (column 6, lines 18-24). There is no suggestion that the defective die 
could be used as a cover member. 

For the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that the pending 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection should be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. Should there be any questions regarding this application, Examiner Patel is 
invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number shown below. 



One World Trade Center, Suite 1600 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503)226-7391 
Facsimile: (503) 228-9446 



Respectfully submitted, 



KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 




Registration No. 34,420 
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